constrained area of one outcrop. Hansen et al. (1993) report that unprocessed bulk samples were 30 taken from a bed ranging from 5-12.5cm thick, which agrees with the general size of 31 unprocessed bulk samples collected by J. Sessa. Toulmin (1977) does not report the size of an 32 unprocessed bulk sample, but the re-collection of several Toulmin localities by J. Sessa finds 33 similar taxonomic lists and diversities, indicating that his collection techniques were not widely 34 divergent from the other studies. Sieve size was not reported by either Toulmin (1977) 
Potential paleoenvironmental confounds: 39
A potential concern is whether unlithified and lithified samples come from the same 40 environments and whether environments with low diversity and/or larger sized organisms are 41 prone to lithification. Lithified, oyster dominated collections are found within the Clayton Fm, 42 but these collections are excluded from analyses because this type of depositional setting is likely 43 to be both preferentially lithified and to have low diversity assemblages. In general, samples 44 from Alabama were deposited in a mixed, carbonate platform setting, whereas the Texas samples 45 were deposited in deeper, siliciclastic dominated environments. Overall, this translates into 46 higher lithification potential for units in Alabama. Indeed, bulk samples are unevenly distributed 47 height and width. This also suggests that lithification does not correlate with environments that 76 sustain larger sized organisms, as the same environment (as best we can tell by using lithology as 77 a proxy) is compared here. There are more lithified lithologies than unlithified ones, but this 78 may partially result from the fact that unlithified specimens often do not have matrix archived 79 with them (i.e., the 'no information' category in Table DR1 ). 80 Figure DR3b shows an example of unlithified and lithified specimens from the same unit 81 There are several different ways to assess the body size of fossils. We did not use the 97 common methods of geometric mean size or centroid size because many of the museum 98 specimens were not whole, and restricting analyses to whole specimens would reduce sample 99 size. We note that height and width measurements are generally correlated with these more 100 accurate assessments of body size (Lockwood, 2005) . 
Museum data 118
Collections from the Paleontological Research Institution (PRI), the Department of 119
Geology and Geophysics at Texas A&M University (TAMU), the Non-vertebrate Paleontology 120
Laboratory at the University of Texas, Austin (NVPL), the Yale Peabody Museum (YPM), and 121 from the private collections of Mr. Christopher Garvie (Austin, TX) were used in this study. All 122 measured specimens come from stratigraphic collections, rather than taxonomic collections, 123 except for the PRI, where specimens from both stratigraphic and taxonomic collections were 124 measured. No type specimens were measured in this study. The size of taxa in museum 125 collections very likely represents an overestimation of taxon size relative to that in bulk samples 126 (Barbour Wood et al., 2004) . However, both unlithified and lithified collections will be affected 127 in the same way by this bias. Because we use stratigraphic collections that frequently contain 128 many individuals of a single taxon, the magnitude of this museum size bias should be less than if 129 we had used only single estimates of taxon size or the size of type or published specimens, which 130 often greatly overestimate a taxon's size relative to than in bulk samples (Kosnik et al., 2006) . 131
In the collections of the PRI, NPL, and YPM specimens did not have individual museum 132 identification numbers, but rather were listed in lots under a locality number. Specimens from 133 TAMU and Mr. Garvie's collections were not assigned individual or locality numbers, nor were 134 some PRI specimens. that can be rarified) and the number of measured museum specimens by stratigraphic unit. 189
Colored units indicate that we have data from that unit. The timescale follows that of Gradstein 190 et al., 2004 . Correlations and biostratigraphic placement follow Gibson et al., 1982; Siesser, 191 1983, Mancini and Tew, 1995; Frederiksen, 1998; Crabaugh and Elsik, 2000 and others. 192 193 194 195 196 197 198 199 200 -10 - 
